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" Sincerely yours,
G PALLON,
Chairman,

er, I call up
the conference report .on the billl .(HLR.
19877) authorizing the construction, re-
pair, and preservation of certain public
works on rivers and harbors for. naviga-
tion, flood control, and for other pur-
poses, and ask una.nlmous consent, that
the statement of the managers on the
part of the House be read in lieu of the
report,
The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to-

the request of the gentleman from Min-
nesota? :

Mr. HARSHA. Mr, Speaker, reserving
the right to object, may I inquire of the
distinguished gentleman from Minnesota
whether or not the gentleman intends to
explain to the House what is contalned
in this conference report

Mr. BLATNIK, Mr, Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield; yes, we have a full
explanation as well as a sunmary ex-
planation of both titles I and II. .

Will there be an op-
portunity for the minority to express its
position on the bill?

Mr. BLATNIK, Yes; there will.

Mr. HARSHA, Mr, Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Min-
nesota?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For canference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
December 17, 1870.)

Mr. BLATNIK, Mr, Speeker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. BLATNIK asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. BLATNIX. Mr, Speaker, the confer-
ence report which is before the House at
the present time is on H.R. 19877, the
Omnibus Rivers and Harbors and Flood
Control Act of 1970. The bill as agreed to
by the conferees is a sound méasure
which would continue the vitally impor-
tant water resources development pro-
gram of the Corps of Engineers.

The Subcommittees on *Rivers and
Harbors and Flood Control held 3 weeks

0y
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of hearings on this bill. Testimony was
received from the Corps of Engineers on
the technical details of the project, the
estimated costs and the economic justi-
fleations. The committee also heard tes-
timony on & number of projects on items
which it felt should be considered in con-
nection with the bill. On those projects
considered controversial, testimony was
received from Members of Congress,
Federal and State officials, representa-
tives of local organizations, and from in-
terested citizens,

The conferees from the House and the
Senate met and with a fine attitude of
cooperation worked out the difference in
the two versions of the bill. As in most
conferences, the views of the House pre-
vailed on some matters, and the views of
the Senate on others. I believe that we
have brought together a good bill, one
that I can endorse to this body. :

Included in the Senate version. were
30 projects for: rivers and harbors

mated to cost lus -than $10 - million,

of 1868 whxch makes posslble more ex-
peditious authofization of these rela-
tively small water resowrce development
projects, Thizs procedure permits th
Committee on Publiec Works of the House
of Represéntatives and Séhnte to review
such projects and to approve them. by
commiiiee resolution. This procedure
8 € prompt congressional ac-
tion on numercus badly needed projecis
throughout the Nation.
It is our intent that this procedure will

- be utilized in the future so as to approve

these projects In an orderly manner
without having to wait upon an Omnibus
Rivers and Harbors and Flood Control
Act, which generglly does not occur more
often than once every 2 years.

The Senate conférees accepted the
House position on this matter and the
conference substitute does-not include
these projects. I would point out that the
Committee on Public Works has
proved each of these projects: by
resolution -procedure which I have de-
scribed.

" There are certain provisions in H.R.
19877 which I would specifically point
out to my colleagues as being worthy of
special note.

Section 107, which I am pleased to
have authored, is the direct outgrowth of
the study included in the River and Har-
bor Act of 1965 and authorizes the Secre-
tary of the Army, acting through the
Chief of Engineers to conduct a survey
to the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence
Seaway to determine the feasibility of
extending the navigation season, in ac-
cordapce with the recommendations of
the Chief of Engineers in his report en-
titled “Great Lakes and St. Lawrence
Seaway-Navigation Seagon Extension.”
Prelimingry investigations conclude that
practical measures are avallable for de-
icing waterways and lock structures, but
that solutions to the icing problem on
the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Sea~
way are complex, and addmoml studies
gre necessary.

The section also authorizes the Secre-

and flood contro], sach of which are estl-
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tary of the Army, acting through the
Chief of Engineers, in cooperation with
interested Federal agencies—primarily
the Coast Guard and the Maritime Ad-
ministration—and non-Federal public
and private interests to undertake an ac-
tion program to demonsirate the prac-
ticability of extending the navigation
season, This program will complement
the survey by serving as a means of test-
ing and developing various methods
which may be recommended and also by
encouraging the participation in the de-
velopment and use of these methods and
shipping interests,

The program will include, but not be
Hmited %0, ship voyages extending be-
yond the normal navigation season; ob-
servation and surveillance of ice con-
ditions and ice forces; environmental
and ecological investigations; collection
of technical data related to improved
Vessel design; ice control facilities and
aids to navigation; physical model stud-
ies; and coordination of the collection
and dissemination of Information to
shippers on weather ice conditions,

Subsection (¢) of the section author-
izes a study of ways and means to pro-
vide reasonable insurance rates for ship-
pers and vessels engaged in waterborne

commerce on the Great Lakes and St.
.Lawrence Seaway beyond the present

ngvigation season. One of the deterrents
to winter navigation is higher insurance
rates for this season, and the provision
of reasonable rates is a necessary part
of any program for extending the navi-
gation season,

Section 108 is a most important pro~
vision which we hope has nationwide
significance—it is the cleaning up of the
-Cuyahoga River, one of the four dirtiest
rivers in the United States—a river so
dirty that it actually caught fire on sev-
eral occasions. The purpose of this sec-
tion is to establish, on & test-case basis,
what can be done in the way of physical
and engineering improvements working
in conjunction with other Federal and
State treatment programs, to improve
the total quality of a river—both its ap-
pearance and its quality—so that it may
assume, through recreational, environ-
mental, wildlife, and water quality val-
ues, a functional and viable role in the
area it serves.

Section 123 requires that not later
than July 1, 1972, the Secretary of the
Army, acting t,hrough the Chief of En-
gineers, shall submit to Congress, and,
not later than 90 days thereafter,
promulgale guidelines to assure that ad-
verse econonuic, social, and environmen-
tal effects relating to any proposed proj-
ect have been fully considered in develop-
ing such projects and that the fina) deci-
sions on the project are made in the best
overall public interest, taking into.con-
sideration the need for flood coritrol, nav-
igation and assoclated purposes, and the
cost of ellminating or minimizing such
adverse effects and the following: First,
air noise and water pollution; second,
destiuction or disruption of manmade
and natural resources, esthetic values,
community cohesion, and the avallability
of public Iacilities and services; third,
adverse employment effects and tax
property value losses; fourth, injurious
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displacement of people, businesses, and

- farms; and, filth, disruption of desirable
community and regional growth. Such
guidelines shall apply to all proposed
projects after the issuance of such guide-
lines including the projects authorized
in this act.

Section 123 provides for a program of
construction of contained spoil disposal
facilitles in the Great Lakes in order to
eliminate pollution associated with open
water disposal of contaminated dredged
spoil. The section is similar in import {0
a proposal submitted carlier this year by
the administration. It differs from the
administration proposal mainly in the
area of cost sharing, by providing for
waiver of the required local cooperation
where the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency finds that the
local interests are participation in an ap-
proved plan for the construction, modi-
fication, expansion, or rehabilitation of
waste treatment facllities and are
making progress satisfactory to the Ad-
ministrator.

The section authorizes the Secretary
of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers, to construct contained spofl
disposal facilities subject to conditions of
non-Federal cooperation, as soon as
practicable. Construction priority of the
various facilities would be determined
after considering the views and recom-
mendations of the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency.

I would also note section 208 involving
combined beach erosion hurrica“ie pro-
jeets; section 109, a statement of con-
gressionai intent regarding objectives to
be_included in federally financed water
resource development projects; section
211, establishing a new position of Assjst-
ant Secretary of the Army for Civil
Works; section 221, requiring written
agreements from local interests before
initiation of projects; and section 235,
authorizing an important water quality
study of the SBusquehanna River Basin.
My colleague on the conference commit-
tee, the very able chairman of the Sub-
committee on Flood Control, the gentle-
man from Alabama (Mr. JoNzs), will dis-
cuss these provisions in more detall. The
conference substitute includes 11 naviga-
tion projects and one beach erosion pro-
ject in the River and Harbor Act at an
estimated Federal cost of $153,354,000
and 20 flood control projects in the Flood

. Control Act at an estimated cost of $407,-
301,200. The total of the projects author-
1zed is $560,655,200, This is the smallest
Omnibus Rivers and Harbors and Flood
Control Act In the last 20 years.

I would conclude by thanking all the
membeys of the conference on both sides
of the aisle for their outstanding efforts
on this legislation. I sincerely appreciate
the support and counsel of my good
friends, the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. JonEs); the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr, JounsoN); the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. DorN); the
ranking minority member of the com-
mittee; the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
Craurr) ; the gentleman from Ohlo (Mr.
HarsHA) ; and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DoN H. CLAUSEN).

Mr. Speaker, I now yield such time as
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he may consume to the distinguished
gentleman from Alabama (Mr, JONES),

(Mr, JONES of Alabama asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Speaker,
HR. 19877, which we now bring back
from conference for approval of this
House {3 another example of excellent
cooperation between this body and the
Senate. Yesterday, I was able to note this
spirit of cooperation in dealing with the
Senate conferees on the Disaster Relief
Act of 1970, and today I am pleased to
report the same attitude prevalled in the
River and Harbor and Flood Control Acts
of 1970. ’

The agreed-upon conference substitute
authorized a total of 20 flood control
projects, and 12 navigation and beach
erosion projects. The estimated amount
of these projects is $560,655,200. I would
poiit out that this total is $24 million
less than the original House bill and con-
siderably less than the Senate version.

H.R. 19877 is a comprehensive measure
to authorize the Corps of Engineers to
carry forward vital programs for the de-
velopment and improvement of -water-
ways and harbors as an essential ele-
ment of the Nation’s transportation sys-
tem, for the protection of lives and prop-
erty of our citizens against the ravages of
floodwaters, for the protection of our
valuable coastal resources from erosion,
for the generation of low-cost hydroelec-
tric power, for the development of water
supplies of suitable quantity and quality
to serve our Nation’s cities and indus-
tries, for the conservation and enhance-
ment of fish and wildlife resources, for
providing increased opportunities for our
citizenry to enjoy healthful outdoor rec-
reation opportunities, and, in general,
for inducing economic development as a
means of enhancing the general welfare.

There are certain provisions which I
believe to be particularly important. I
would call the attention of my colleagues
and the appropriate Federal agencies to
section 209. This section provides for the
consideration and determination of all
costs and benefits in the formulation and
evaluation of water resource projects.
The inclusion of this section in the bill
is the reflection of Congress continuing
concern that our water resources be
managed and developed consonant with
contemporary concerns for the environ-
ment, for the urban problems, and for
our concern for our regions.

We are aware that the Water Re-
sources Council in the report of its spe-
cial task force has forthrightly ad-
dressed the problem of developing prin-
ciples and standards that would allow for
the evaluation of water resource projects
in terms of all objectives and has devel-
oped more detailed guidance for this
pwrpose. But only within the past few
weeks have we become aware of the posi-
tion of the Office of Management and
Budget in opposition to this type of
analysis. In their initial review of the
special task force report, OMB has, in
effect, stated that we should not pursue
multiobjective approaches to formulat-
Ing our water resource plans and that, in
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fact, we should evaluate potential de-
velopment plans on a basis even nar-
ro:er than our present standards pro-
vide,

We have repeatedly urged the execu-
tive branch to develop new guidelines
and procedures that would more ap-
propriately - reflect the concerns Con-

. gress has “expressed with respect to

making our water projects responsive
to a broad range of current and future
national concern. We belleve the spe-
cial task force of the Water Resources
Council provides that basis, It is disturb-
ing that the OMB is now taking a posi-
tlon which contravenes existing national
goals and seriously endangers the.de-
velopment of water resource plans truly
responsive to our national needs. Section
200 expresses the intention of the Con-
gress that we formulate our plans and
evaluate benefits and costs in the con-
text of all objectives—national economic
development, environment, quality of
life, and regional development. We can
ill afford to ignore the proper role of
water resources development in enhanc-
ing our environment and helping

resolve the pjroblems of our urban ar&‘
and depressed regions.

Proposals by the Office of Management
and Budget that would result in a fur-
ther increase in interest rate for evalu-
ation of water projects; that would limit
the benefits to be considered in the for-
mulation and evaluation of plans; and
that would preclude the full considera-
tion of all objectives in developing long-
range water resource programs would
clearly run counter to a growing national -
concern that all resource development
programs squarely address our Nation's
problems, We cannot neglect the press-

ing problems of our cities, of our obliga-

tion to improve our environment and to
rid ourselves of pollution, It is less costly
to attack these problems now than to
pay the high costs of correcting ills after
they are created. The statement of the
objective for water resources as set forth
in section 209 expresses the intent of
Congress that the contributionthat wate:
resource projects can make to a gmwl.n”
1ist of priority concerns be considered in

the formulation and evaluation of proj-
ects, We feel confident that through a
broadening of the objectives and criteria
by which we plan for the future use of
our water resources, we can better utilize
funds for water development,.

I would further note that the Congress
in 1965 granted to the Water Resources
Council the responsibility of establighing
principles, standards, and procedures for
Federal participants in the preparation
of comprehensive regional or river basin
plans, and for the formulation and eval-
uation of Federal water and related land
resou:"ﬁe projects.

In the event that the Water Resources
Council is prevented from carrying out
the responsibility granted to it by the
Congress, the Congress may find it nec-
gssl:ry to reassert its authority in this

eld.

I would ingert in the Recomp at this
point & copy of the OMB memoprandum
which states its position to the Water °
Resources Council:
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ExzcuTive OFFices oF THX Prest-
DENT, OFFYICE OF MANAGEMENT
AND BUDGET,

December 2, 1970,

MEMORANDUM

To: Mr. W. Don Maughan, Executive Director,

- Water Resources Council.

Subject: Proposed principles, standards, pro-
cedures for evaluating water resource
plans and projects,

This is In response to your letter of Oc-
tober 29, 1970, to Mr, Weinberger on the
above subject.

As Mr, Weinberger indicated at our meet-
ing with you and representatives of the mem-
bers of the Council on October 7, the pro-

principles and atandads should be care-
fully scrutinized because of the long range
implication of these guidelines on future
water resource development. We, therefore,
are making an intensive review to assure that
this {s the best poasible planing tool from
the Administration’s standpoint. As prom-
ised, our views will be furnished to the Coun-
- ¢il within §0 days.

So war, we have noted some changes that
weo beljeve should be made in the proposed
standards. We belleve the following changes
are necessary to meet the goal of better de-
cision making in water resource investments

ADDITIONAL NON-FEDERAL PARTICIPATION IN
DEVELOPMENT COSTS

-Everyone agreed at the October 7 meeting
that beneficiaries of water resource projects

should be required to participate more in the

costs for project development. Except for rec-
ommendations regarding cost sharing for wa-
ter quality control, the WRC task force rec-
ommends no change in current policies re-
garding apportionment of costs to local
interests.

We comend the task force for its proposal
for water quality control cost sharing and
concur in that récommendation. However,
other cost-sharing proposals are also needad,
Non-Federal interests should be required
to pay substantlally more of the investment
costs in the future, For example, local cost
sharing for flood control projects should be
consistent with the Federal flood Insurance
program. More importantly, equity calis for
increased local participation in water devel-
opment projects. .

WRC is considering new cost sharing poll-
cies for flood control. We strongly urge that
this study be concluded soon since it has
been identified as s possible 1972 program
reform by the President. This study should
be approved prior to approval of the proposed
principles and standards.

DISCOUNT RATE

In determining the discount rate for gov-
ernment investments in water resources, we
belleve that the real opportunity cost of capi-
tal should be used, We recognize that the
rate 0f movement from the current level of
5% percent will have to be worked out but
a significant increase from the current level
should be made immediately.

MULTIPLE-OBJECTIVES

The task force report provides for the rec+
ommendation of plans to meet objectives of
regional development, environmental quaiity
and quality of life even when costs, on a na-
tional income basis excesd the benefits. We
strongly disagree and believe no plan should
be recommended unless the addition to na«
tional income exceeds the costs.

BENEFITS FROM INCAFASES IN OUTPUT RESULT-
ING FROM EXTERNAL ECONOMIES

The task force recommends that external
economies and diseconomies resulting from
water development be Included in planning
reports. It recognices that present technt-
ques are not well developed for messuring
external economies and diseconomies. We
do not agree that thoss economies or dis~
economies attributable to influencing the
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economies of scale of processors or other
producers should be included as benefits to
& water resource project. Whers such eco-
nomies exist, they not only are almost im-
possible to measure but are probably offset
by reverse phenomena elsewhere. However,
external effecty caused by a project such as
increased costs imposed on parties other than
project beneficiaries can be evaluated with
sufficlent confidence to warrant their In-
clusion in the national benefit-to-cost es-
timates. .

BENEFITS FAOM UTILIZATION OF UNEMPLOYED

AND UNDEREMFLOTED RESOURCES

The task force report states that benefits
should be counted when a water plan creates
an opportunity to use resources that would
be unemployed of underemployed in the
absence of the plan. The report states that
utilization of such resources may come about
(a) as a resuit of implementing a plan, in-
cluding construction, operation, mainten-
ance, or replacement; (b) as a result of the
use of Intermediate goods and services re.
sulting from the plan; or (¢) as a result of
expansion of output by firms who are in.
directly affected by the installation of the
project or indirectly affected by consumers
and firms who use final and intermediate
goods,

Use of unemploysd or underemployed re
sources, namely manpower, on a project is
now counted as area redevelopment henefits,
Counting benefits under (b) and {(¢) above
Are conjectural, for example, the employ~
ment of upemployed persons in an area be-
cause an industrial plant is expected to locate
there because of fiood protection to ba pro-
vided by a project. It is difficult to forecast
plant locations. In addition, the plant may
only relocate from one region to another so
that there is no net addition to national in-
come. Also, 3 plant planned for one location
in-a region might locate in another area
within the region bescause of the project, in
which case, there {8 no net addition to the
region attrlbutable to the project.

In addition to the question of private ine
vestments required to produce these bene-
fits, non-Pederal public investments, such
as streets, water supply and sewers, may
also be required before the benefits will
occur. Thus, these types of benefits are not

* only conjectural but must be allocated

among the various investments.

Benefits from the use of underemployed
or unemployed resources in {b) and (¢) above
should not be included in the national In-
come account and only included In the
reglonsal development account as a aide cal.
culalion for information as to possibilities
and not enter. into the benefit-cost analys!s
of the coat allocation.

- BASINWIDE ANALYSIS

The standards will apply. to the prepara-
tion of framework studies or assessments,
regional or river basin studies, and imple-
mentation (individual project) studles. Con-
ceptually, basin-wide or regional analysis is’
the proper way to formulate water resource
plans, In particular, one shouid be careful
to eliminate double counting from the same
population base. Further, this should assure
2 multi-agency effort which will facilitate
trade-offs among agency objectives. In addi-
tion, however, water development should be
an integral and necessary part of a regional
economic development plan prepared by
others than water planners.

INTERNAL EFFICIENCIES
ANALYSIS)

The standards need a stronger statement
on the use of incremental anaiysis to deter~
mine optimum scale of development. The
statement should stress the optimization of
sach project of a group of projects, and in-
cluding each separable segment and each
purpose of a project, as well as optimizing
the scale of physical development,
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AFFROVAL OF PROPOSED PAINCIPLES, STANDALDS,
AND PROCEDURES

We agree that the President ghould ap-
prove the statement of principles. With re-
gard to the approval of the statement of
standards, we believe it would be an appro-
priate task for the Office of Management and
Budget. The standards, as well as the psin-
ciplea, will guide the course of future water
resources planning and development. The
importance of the standards suggests that
the review and approval responsibliity should
be In the Executive Office of the President.

OTHER ISSUES

‘There are other areas that we are con-
cerned with and now have under delibera-
tion. We will communicate with you on these
at a later time. Examples are:

Proposal to apply standards to activities
not now covered by water resources stand-
ards, primarily land resources.

Proposed procedures for calculating navie
gation, recreation and agricultural related
benefits,

Practicabllity of the social well-being or
quallty of life objective as an explicit plan-
ning objective.

Implication of publishing a national pre-
gram for water resource development.

Recommended cost allocation procedures
compared to other alternatives.

Validity of projections set forth In the
standards to be uded In planning.

Criteria for establishing period of analysis
for a water resource plan,

We are furnishing this Information In
order to be more responsive to the Council's
request for our views on the proposed prin-
ciples and standards. This should allow you
to focus early on some major areas of dis-
agreement between the Council's task force
and OMB. OMB gtafl, of course, 15 available to
work with you on this matter.

Dowarn B, Rice.

Mr. Speaker, section 208 amends exist-
ing beach erosion control authority to
permit, within the discretion of the Chief
of Engineers, application of a cost appor-
tionment procedure that is generally sim-
flar to that now applied to hurricane
flood protection projects.

At the present time, projects which
serve the single purpose of protection of
beach erosion are subject to different
cost-sharing formulas determined by
ownership and use which can vary the
Pederal contribution from 50 percent in
the case of non-Federal publicly owned
land, to 70 percent for non-Fedcral pub-
licly owned land used as & park or con-
servation area.

The cost-sharing formula for hurri-
cane and tidal flood protection, estab-
lished by the projects authorized under
the 1958 Flood Control Act, contempiates
8 Federal contribution of up to 70 per-
cent of the project cost. In multiple-pur-
pose beach erosion and hurricane and
tidal flood protection projects the costs
allocable to each purpose are apportioned
on the basis of the formula established
for each such project purpcse. .

The section permits & desiragble flexi-
bility in the statutory cost apportion-
ment required for beach erosion benefits
and ‘permits a discretionary determina-
tion of the proper Federal share of proj-
ect cost up to 70 percent in all hurricane
and tidal flood protection projects having
beach enhancement aspects.

I wish to stress that this in no way
affects the present policy for cost sharing
on hurricane protection projects which
do not include beach erosion. The basic
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difference would be that hurricane proj-
ects without beach erosion control fea-
tures would permit 70 percent Federal
contribution, but, unllke the multiple-
purpose projects, would continue to per-.
mit any lands finished by local interests
"to be credited as part of their required
contribution. : .

Section 211 provides for an additional~

Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil
Works who would have as his prineipal
duty the overall supervision of the De-
partment of the Army’s functions relat-
" ing to programs for the conservation and
development of the national water re-
sources including flood control, irriga-
tion, shore protection, and related pur-

poses.

Within the Department of the Army,
the responsibility for supervising the
clvil works program has, for the past sev-
eral years, been assigned to the General
Counsel of the Army who, in this capac-
ity, acts as the special assistant for elvil
functions to the Secretary. In January
1966, the Secretary of the Army released
a report covering the civil works program
of the Corps of Engineers, prepared by
the Civil Works Study Board which rec-
ommended establishment of an office of
an Assistant Secretary of the Army with
responsibilities primarily for the civil
works missions, This recommendation
was based upon the conclusion that the
importance of the civil works program to
the Nation and the Army warranted a
higher degree of personal involvement at
the Secretarial level.

The need for more effective interde-
partmental coordination at the Depart-
mental level has increased during the
more than 4 years since the Secretary
submitted the Study Board report. The
requirement of departmental member-
ship on the Water Resources Council, es-
tablished by the Water Resources Plan-
ning Act, and the problems stemming
from the Increasing involvement in water

resources development of the Depart-°

ment of Transportation, the Department
of Housing and Urban Development and
the Environmental Protectlon Agency
have contributed to the need for an As-
sistant Secretary who can devote his pri-
mary efforts to the civil works mission,
The civil works program exceeds in
magnitude the total programs of several
existing Federal departments and is ex-
tremely important to the Nation’s water
resources. From these standpoints, and
others, there is full justification for pro-
posing an Assistant Secretary to assist
the Secretary of the Army in discharging
his broad civil works responsibilities.
Section 221 is a result of our long-held
belief that there should be a uniformity
of obligation in water resources develop-
ment projects and the assoclated items of
local cooperation, and that before Fed-
eral moneys are invested in a project, the
non-Federal interests should be bound to
perform the required cooperation, .
Under this section the construction of
any water resources project by the Sec-
retary of the Army shall not be com-
menced until the non-Federal interests
enter into a written agreement with the
Cecretary of the Army to furnish the
cooperation required under the project
authorization or other law. The require-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

ment for such an agreement also applies
where local interests commence work on
@ Federal project for which they will be
reimbursed. It does not apply, however,
to those cases where the United States
is merely contributing part of the cost
of a non-Federal project in recognition
of the Federal purposes it will serve, such
as flood control.

The non-Federal interests entering
into these agreements must be legally
constituted public bodies with full au~
thority and cspabllity to perform the
terms of the agreement and to pay dam-
ages, if necessary, in the event of failure
to perform. The agreements will be en-
forceable in the appropriate district
courts of the United States.

The section also provides that after
commencement of construction of a proj-
ect, the Chief of Engineers may under-
take performance of those items of co-
operation necessary to the functioning
of the project, such as operation and
maintenance or completion of a partially
completed project, if he has first noti-
fled the non-Federal interest of its fail-
ure to perform the agreement and has
given such Interest a reasonable time to
perform. The purposes of this provision
are to protect the Federal investment
and to prevent property damage and loss
of life which might result from a par-
tially completed or improperly operated
or maintained project.

The section also requires that a con-

tinuing inventory, be kept of.agreements
and the status of their performance, and
that an annual report be made to the
Congress.
This section will provide a necessary
uniformity of obligation among non-
Federal interests and insure that Fed-
eral investments in water resources proj-
ects will be economically and judiciously
made.

Section 235 authorizes and dirécts the
Secretary of the Army, acting through
the Chief of Engineers, as part of the
comprehensive study of the water and
related resources of the Susquehanna
River Basin, to investigate and study, in
cooperation with the Administrator ot
the Environmental Protection Agency
and other interested Federal and State
agencles, the availability, quality, and
use of waters within the basin with a
view toward developing a comprehen-
sive plan for the development, conserva-
tion, and use of such waters. The studies

and investigations authorized by this .
section will include the development of -

plans, for recommendation to the Com-
gress, concerning the construction, op-
eration, and maintenance of water con-
veyance systems; regional waste treat-
ment, interceptor, and holding facilities;
water treatment facilitles and methods
for recharging ground water reservolrs.

‘There was some question raised as to
the relationship of this study with the
recently passed 8. 1079 which established
the Susquehanna River Basin Commis-
sion as a coordinating Federal-inters
state agency for planning, development
and use of the water resources of the
basin. It was never intended by the In-
clusion of this study authorization to by~
pass the new River Basin Commission.
There can be no question that we antici-
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pate only the highest degree of coopera-
tion between the Corps of Engineers, the
Environmental Protection Agency, and
the Susquehanna River Basin Commis-
sjon.

T would conclude by commending the
conferees for their excellent work., My
appreciation, as always, is extended to
my fellow conferees, the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Rivers and Har-
bors, the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. BLATRIK), the gentleman f{rom
California (Mr. JOENSON), the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr.-Dorx), the
gentlemen of the minority including the
ranking member of the Committee on
Public Works, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. Cramer), the genileman
from Ohio (Mr. Harsgs), and my col-
league on the Subcommittee on Flood °
Control, the gentleman from California
(DoN CLAUSEN) . i

Mr. . Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yleld?

Mr. BLATNIK. I yleld to the distin-
guished gentleman from Ohio.

(Mr. HARSHA asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HARSHA. Mr, Speaker, I appre-
clate the gentleman yielding. However, I
would like to inform the Members of the
House that I did not'sign the conference
report. I did not sign it for the follow-
ing reasons:

‘This report gives approval to some 168
projects which have not been approved
by the Office of Management and Budget.
Heretofore it has been the policy of the
Committee on Public Works to approve
in the final version of the conference re-
port only those projects that have been
approved by every Federal agency in-
volved, including the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget. )

Indeed, it was my understanding that
projects which had not received Office
of Management and Budget approval by
the tlme the conference completed its
business; would not be enacted into law
at this time. If I did not so belleve, I
would not have voted to include these
projects in the bill reported by the Public

. Works Committee, and I would not have

voted to include these projects on the
floor of the House.

Mr. Speaker, as I say, In these 16
projects this was not done. In my opinion
by digressing fram this position we will
make a shambles of the procedure which -
allows for the orderly, progressive con-
sideration of projects of this kind. Here-
tofore we have insited that the projects -
clear not only the State and Federal
agencies but also the Office of Manage-
ment and the Budget.

This has not been done in this case.
But, it need not stop there. If we dispose
of the review and approval of the Office
of Management and Budget, next we may
find ourselves disposing of the review and
approval of other Federal agencies, Af-
ter that, we can find ourselves disposing
of the approval of the State and local
authorities. Field hearings would become
meaningless. The expression of the pub-
le will could only be made In fora that
have no significance.

In short, I can see that this practice
could well lead to the approval of proj-
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ects contrary to the public will, contrary
to the desires of the administration and
contrary to the interests of the United
States. I belleve that this practice should
not be condoned, and, therefore, have
refused to sign the conference report.

I am afrald this kind of procedure is
going to come back and haunt us, I

PROJECTS FOR WHICH
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wanted the opportunity to express my
concern over this method of legislating.

I will admit and concede that there
are some precautions taken in this bill
because the construction of the projects
cannot be commenced until the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of the Army ap-
proves them, but'irrespective of that they
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are authorized. And thege 16 projects, or
the authorizations in this bill, are for
$241 million, and there is an additional
$103 milifon of unauthorized monetary
value to these projects, so what we are
talking about is not some little matter, it
involves something over $434 million as
indicated in the following table:

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET APPROVAL HAS NOT BEEN RECEIVED

Authorlzation Tolaf cost 4

Authorization Tola! cost
Ballimare Narbor, Md. and Va. $40,000,000  $39,500, 000 § Ponte, P 14,295,000 ....... ...
A:hnlk lnm.'sm Waterway " bridges, Virginia and North o, "] Cottonwood Créek, Calif . ’m,mo 000 ~"3i74, 000,300
.......... 11,220,000 ............ | Merced County st t 37,260,000 ... ...
I;nmﬁnliau';‘ sad Morehead City Harbor, NG __.-oo_.i i.C & %%.% . | Kansche-Kailus area on the ustcustul Oahn Hawadl......... 7,249,000 ... .........
arbor, 1ex..__ hy 41V, L -
i Harbor, K], Hawali.. 1,952, 000 Total, authorization 241,097,000
s.lnt Gm’iu cluk. Md to Hmy Lundnher; School of Seaman- 75,000 Unauthorized project cost 500,

ite umck hven. .......................

Totaleost. . ...

Avkanm Red River Basin, Te:L 0kl|.. and Kans......
Wissigsippd River ad mwﬂ.

sz Oav
Sandrldu Oam and Reservois, Elhml Crani, MY eeeen
co u es Dam and Ressrvoir, P.R..

e

Dam and Reservair, P.R

Total enst (2 projects)

Authorized cost (2 projects).

Unauthorized cost(2 p

- 193, 500, 000

Nearly s half billion dollars is, I think,
a great deal of money. But perhaps even
re important than a half billion dol-
is the precedent established by this
procedure. Under such precedent, the re-
view procedure requiring Office of Man-
agement and Budget revlew is eroded
and indeed dispensed with. S8uch a prac-
tice is highly undesirable, and I think
that this is a regrettable way to legislate
in this manner, and that is why, Mr.
Speaker, I refused ho sign the conference
report.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
w;ould the gmtlemn.n from Minnesota
yield?

Mr. BLATNIK. I will be delighted to
yield to the distinguished minority
leader.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for ylelding.

Mr. Speaker, approximately 2 years
ago I introduced legislation that would
have prevented the Army Corps of Engi-
neers from dumping in the Great Lakes
the dredgings that they acquire from
their various operations. Earlier this
year the President of the United States
also recommended to the Congress that
such prohibiting legisiation ve approved
by the House and the Senate.

I was reading the conference report
on page 25, and would the gentleman
from Minnesota explain what has been
done in this legislation that involves this
particular problem? Because we do have
& serious situation concerning the dump-
ing of soil dredgings, particularly in the
Great Lakes from the various operations
of the Corps of Engineers and others.

Mr, BLATNIK, Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tieman from Michigan raises not only a
very important question, but the gentle-
man is directing himself to a very vexing
. problem,

Bection 123 of the leglslatlon as
agreed to by both the Senate and the
‘House, has a brogram for construction
of spoll disposal facilities for the Great
Lakes in order to eliminate this very
serious problem. We did not adopt all of
the recommendations made by the ad-
ministration. X would point that the
basic difference was in cost sharing, be-

cause at this stage much of this will be
of an advanced demonstration program
of what to do with these materianls. The
gentleman knows, the problem can vary
from place to place.

Again let me emphasize that the dif-
ference was not in concept but merely in
cost sharing. The administration asked
for a 50-50 sharing between the local
units and the Federal Government. We
changed that to a requirement for local
cooperation of 25 percent. Also in some
instances the Corns of Engineers, with
proper justification, can waive the local
contribution because the local interests

are in compliance with an ongoing pro- ~

gram of sewage treatment facility con-
struction.

We do make what is, in our judgment,
a very significant forward step {n coping
with this problem in a workable manner,
and in as eficient a manner as we can to
handle this problem of disposal.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD, Mr. Speaker,
if the gentleman will yield further, let
me say that I applaud the action taken
by the conference, even though it does
not go the full length recommended by
the administration. This is a forward ad-

vance from the conditions of the past,

and peihaps after we have had some ex-
perience with this law perhaps we ean
take further steps In the future to pro-
hibit this kind of a problem from exist-
ing at all.

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the good words from the distin-
guished minority leader.

I also want the Recorp to show the
gentleman’s persistent and continulng
interest In advocating that action be
taken on this important problem.

If T may now direct my remarks to a
valid point made by the gentleman from
Ohio, the ranking minority member of
the Subcommittee on Flood Control, a
very valuable member -of that subcom-

. mittee. Originally, we felt that we should

keep projects out that did not have the
usual approval of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, But as time went on
we found that there were several very
important projects that had been ap-
proved at all levels—at the local level

right on up to the State level and all
agencies of the Federal Government that
had some concern with respect to a given
project. The projects had advanced at
the time of the conference through all
stages except for final OME approval.

We felt 1t would be unfair insofar as
these projects are concerned where many
have been under consideration for sev-
eral years fo eliminate them arbitrarily
for a possible period of 2 more years until
the next omnibus bill. This did not seem
appropriate when they are so close to
being approved and all indications are
that they shall be approved.

However, the gentleman is correct—
the Congress ought to protect itself and
certainly ought to give an opportunity
for the President to protect himself.

So we put specific and precise language
in each one of these projects that have
not completed the approval stages by the
OMB and the Secretary of the Army,

The language is essentially this: That
no construction of any work whatsoever
shall be initiated In any of these projects

.until such approval is obtained.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yeld?
Mr. BLATNIK. I yleld to the gentle-~

man.

Mr. HARSHA. The committee prob-
ably did not want to eliminate arbitrarily
the projects and no Member wants to
eliminate arbitrarily the projects. This
has been the policy of the committee for
years and it has been the policy of the
Congress, that we do not authorize these
projects untfl they are cleared by the
Bureau of the Budget.

Just to give you an example of what
we are getting into here-—we have a
project here which we have not only
made conditional upon the ultimate ap-
proval of the President and the Secre-
tary of the Army, but we have directed
that studies be made to determine alter-
natives for those projects. Before that
project is {0 be constructed, those alter-
natives are to be considered and reported
back to the Congress.

Now I am informed that a certain
State 13 in the process, based on this
representation in our committee bill, of
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acquiring land., Where are the people
who have to give up their homes in a
case like this and who have to give up
thelir property in a case like this? where
are they left after the State purchases
the property? and suppose the admin-
istration turns the project down?.

This 1s one of the situations you are
going to get into—just one of them—and
1 still say an instruction of this type is
going to come back to haunt us.

(Mr. HARSHA asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) co

Mr, BLATNIK. Mr, Speaker, I have no
further response other than to say the
gentleman does raise a point and we go
up to the 1-yard line before the projects
are approved all the way. When you
come that close to it, we feel it just would
not be doing justice in the case of a badly
needed project to delay it -for another
year or two, especlally when they are
meritorious or justifiable, .

(Mr. BLATNIK asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr, BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from New York, a
member of the committee,

Mr. McEWEN. I thank the gentleman
from Minnesota for yielding. I will say
to the gentleman that I would like to
associate myself with the concern ex-
pressed by the gentleman from Ohio.
Particularly I would like to emphasize to
the gentleman from Minnesota that one
of these projects, which the gentleman
from Ohio has referred to, we had a very
thin benefit-cost ratio, and we condi-
tioned our approval on there being a di-
rection for a study of alternatives and a
report back to this Congress before going
ahead with it. Notwithstanding this, I
am also informed that the State where
this project is located may be proceeding
with the acquisition of the land before
the report back by the corps to our com-
mittee and before possibly the review
and approval of the Office of Budget and
Management. I want to associate myself
with the remarks of the gentleman from
Ohio and say to the gentleman from
Minnesota that 1 am concerned about
this. I understand there are going to be
steps taken under this authorization be-
fore there has been not only review by all
of the executive agencies that should re-
view 1t, but before we have had a report
back from the corps as to what alter-
natives there are, if any, to this project.

Mr. BLATNIE. I would like to point
out that the gentleman from New York
has some valid points. But this is the
only project that can be pointed out in
that connection, There is some question
about it, but what the gentleman heas
expressed does not exist in relation to
the other projects, This is a flood control
project. I believe it is in the district of
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
McCARTHY). -

I yield to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. McCARTRY),

Mr. McCARTHY. I thank the distin-
gulshed gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, for the record, I would
merely like to clarify the situation that
in committee we did accede to the re-
quest of the distinguished gentleman
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from New York (Mr, CONABLE), in whose
district the dam will be located, and
where the property is being acquired
under the Republican administration in
New York. I should point out that the
impact of this is mainly within the dis-
trict that I presently represent. The
Governor of New York wants it desper-
ately. It ls an essential ingredient in a
$1.5 billion complex associated with the

.new University of Buffalo. This project

cannot go through if there is going to be
flooding throughout that area,

The-dam is essential. We have gone
along with the minority, which asks for
& study of alternatives. So it seems to
me that all interests here have tried to be
cooperative, and your own Governor is
most anxious to see this project proceed.

Mr. BLATNIK. I should like to make
one comment. The gentleman from New
York (Mr. McCarTHY) 18 correct. I do
not know whether it has been made clear
to the membership that this land ac-
quisition is being undertaken, as I un-
derstand, by the State, or perhaps some
local interests. In most local fiood pro-
tection projects, the local interests are
required to furnish lands, eagements and
rights-of-way, However, this is not re-
quired until after the project has been
approved. We cannot stop a State or a
municipality from acquiring land if they
want to do so prior to approval. They
are doing so in the hope that the project
will be approved. I would note, however,
that the acquisition of the lands at this
time is a risky proposition or the part
of the State since there is no assurance
that the project will receive the neces-
sary approvals or that it might not be
relocated,

Again, I repeat, our safeguard is In the
language of the bill, directing that in re-
lation to each project, if the project does
not get approval by the President, the
Secretary of the Army, and the OMB,
there will be no Federal expenditure
the project.

Mr, MCEWEN. Mr Speaker, will the
gentleman yleld?

Mr. BLATNIK, I yield to the gentle-
man from New York,

. Mr. MCEWEN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. I would say t0 my dear
friend and colleague from New York
that I do not propose here to debate all
questions on the Sandridge Dam and

Ellicott Creek. But I do think this is a -

unique situation. It appears in this list,
to which the gentleman from Ohio has
referred, of projects as to which there
has not been a review and approval by
the Office of Management and Budget;
where there was not a particularly strong
benefit-cost ratio; where the study was
not made by the corps but by engineers
employed by the State in behalf of the
corps, and where we have directed a
review and report back to this Congress.
Yet, I am told that the State may go
ahead and acquire land for the project.

I would say also to my colleague from

New York that I further understand that -

on the campus of the University of Buf-
falo there are flood control protections
incorporated now in the site for that
campus,

. So ever since the action by our com-
mittee, I would say to my friend, the
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gentleman from Minnesota, I have been
told that this does not relate just to the
campus of the University of Buffalo, but
that there 1s incorporated in it, apart
from this project, food control measures.
I just regret to see, Mr. Speaker, & proj-
ect where there are serlous questions
which our committee has recogmized,
there are questions where we direct by
the language in this bill that there be
further study and report back, that we
g0 ahead and authorize it when there
has not been approval by the Office of
Management and Budget.

Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BLATNIK. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. Ropison).

Mr, ROBISON. Mr. Speaker, changing
the subject matter for a moment, I would
like to take this opportunity to thank
the acting chaiyman and other members
of the commitiee who were conferees in
this matter for having worked out in
satisfactory manner, as I think they
have, the jurisdictional problems relat-
ing to developing a comprehensive plan

the water resources of the Susquehanna,

for the conservation and protection ol’.

River. They have done 50 In such a fash-
ion that the jurisdiction and responsibil-
itles of the newly created Susquehanna
River Basin Commission will be pro-
tected and recognized, along with that of
the new Environmental Protection
Agency, while the Corps of Enginecers
will still have the needed authority to
proceed.

Mr. BLATNIK. I thank the gentleman
from New York. .

_Mr. ROBISON, If the gentleman wiill
yield & moment-further, the gentleman
knows of my longstanding interest in
this regard. and I am grateful to him
and the other members of the commit-
tee, on which I used to serve, for their
actions in saving this section.

Mr. BLATNIK. I would like to make a
very frank statement, that If it were not
or the assistance of the gentleman from
New York and other Members from both
the House ard Senate we would nét have
succeeded as well as we did on this. It is

8 very worthy project, and the gentle- -

man deserves a great deal of credit for
assisting in preserving the project.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLATNIK, I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN, Mr. Speaker,
the project was held up about 20 min-
utes, I might say, in order to see that the
position of the gentleman from New
York was taken into account and to see
that it was worked out in a satisfactory
manner.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, with-
in the past 5 years, this Congress has en-
acted a number of important ltems -0
legislation all of which reflect our na-
tional concern that our water and relateq
resources be developed and utilized in the
most effective way possible to serve the
needs of our present and future genera-
tions. These include:

The Appalachian Reglonal Develop-
ment Act of 1065; -

The Federal Water Project -
tion Act of 1965; ! Recrea

-
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The Water Resources Planning Act of
1965;

The Public Works and Eeonomlc De-
velopment Act of 1965;

The Water Quality Act of 1965;

Authorization of the Northeastern
Water Supply Study in 1965;

The Clean Water Restoration Act of
1986;

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of
1988;

The National Flood Insurance Act of

- 1968;

The Estuary Protection Act of 1968;

The National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969; and

The Envirdnmental Quallty Improve-
ment Act of 1970,

Impressive as this list may uppear,
there is yet a need to assure that the
Federal agencies required to execute
plans for water resources development
have clear and explicit guidelines that
fully incorporate planning and develop-
ment concepis that will assure that wa-
ter resource projects to be considered by
this Congress do, in fact, address our
critical environmental, economic, and

al problems.

Section 209 of this bill is clear ex-
pression of our intent that all objectives
and all benefits and costs associated with
those objectives are considered In the
formulation and evaluation of plans.

We strongly urge. the development
without further delay of specific guide-
lines and procedures necessary to imple-
ment this conservative intent. This Na-
tion must avoid further compounding the
serious problems we now face in trying
to cure the ills of congestion and pollu-
tion in our increasingly urbanized
soclety.

The bill before us not only authorizes
a series of specific projects to help in this
effort, it also provides in section 209 the
broad policy cornerstones needed for a
full-scale national effort. to meet na-
tional needs of growing urgency.

We urge cocperation by the admini-
stration in the meeting of those needs.

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Speaker, it is a dis-
tinet privilege for me to rise in support of
the conference report on H.R..19877, the
omnibus rivers and harbors and flood
control bill of 1970. The agreed-upon
conference report on the billt authorizes
12 navigation projects and 20 flood con-
trol projects in 21 States and Puerto
Rico. The Committee on Public Works
has made every effort to keep down the
total authorization contained in the bill,
while at the same time including those
projects which are urgently needed for
the economic well-being of the Nation.
The projects in this bill will provide
valuable benefits to the peoplé of this
Nation through improvement of naviga-
tion, prevention of floods, water supplies
for our cities and towns, water quality,
and recreation. The total authorization
contained in this bill for these 32 projects
is $560,655,200. At & time when economy
in our Government is so important, I
think the members of the Committee on
Public Works and the Subcommittee on
Rivers and Harbors and Flood Control
are deserving of our highest commenda~
tion for the success of their efrorts to
keep the cost of this bill down.
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One of the projects approved for au-
thorization in this bill is the Baltimore
Harbor and Channels, Maryland, and
Virginia, This project s particularly im-
portant to the State of Maryland since it
concerns the deepening of the existing
channels and and approach of Baltimore
to meet the existing and prospective
needs of navigation. Specifically, it pro-
vides for Cape Henry, York Spit, and
Rappahannock Shoal Channels, 50 feet
deep, and 1,000 feet wide; a main ship
channel, 50 feet deep and 800 feet wide;
three branch channels, 50, 49, and 40 feet
deep and all 600 feet wide, The present
depths are not adequate for fully loaded
large bulk cargo carriers now in use and

" today’s technology is moving so fast and

the economic growth is increasing so
rapidly that I am gratiflied by the inclu-
slon of this project which confirms the
need for these additional depths while
taking into account the necessary pro-
tection of the environment.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to commend the
conferees, as well as the members of the
full committee and the subcommittees,
who, in spite of other pressing business,
devoted so much time and effort to the
consideration of this bill. I particularly
commend the gentleman from Minnesota
who chairs the SBubcommittee on Rivers
and Harbors, and the gentleman from
Alabama, who chalrs tlie Subcommittee
on Flood Control, for their outstanding
efforts with regard to this bill,

Mr. JOANSON of Callfornia. Mr.
Speaker, as a conferee representing the
House on the Rivers and Harbors and
Flood Control Act of 1970, I rise in sup-
port of this proposal. I feel that the
differences as resolved by the House and
the Senate conferees represent a reason-
able program of development of very
necessary navigation and flood control.

While I recognize that in the past
months, we have had considerable dis-
cussion concerning public works con-
struction and spendineg, I do not believe
that this should affect the authorizing
legislation. As my colleagues are well
aware, the Congress must take two inde-
pendent steps before a project can actu-
ally be put under constructive contract—
the authorizing and the appropriating
procedures.

The legislation we have here before us
is, of course, the first step, the author-
izing bill. It i{s a bill which you can say
does not cost the Federal Government
anything, as actual work cannot begin
on this project until the appropriating
bill is approved by Congress. It seems
only reasonable to me to go ahead with
this step so that if a need develops for
public works construction to stimulate
our economy—and I would emphasize
that one out of every three people in the
heavy construction industry in my home
State of California i{s unemployed—then
we will have the authorizing step behirid
us.

Each of these projects included in the
omnjbus bill reported by the House-
Senate conference has undergone some
preliminary feasibility studies and has
withstood the rigorous engineering and
economic studies of the appropriate
agencies. Each has a favorable benefit-
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cost ratio which make them worthy of
our consideration,

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, I join with
the other managers of the House in
urging approveal of the conference report
on H.R, 19877, the Rivers and Harbors
and Flood Control Act of 1970. )

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, it was a great
honor and a privilege to serve on this
conference committee, representing the
House. We have brought to you a good
conference report, which I wholeheart-
edly endorse and recommend to the
House. Each of the projects authotized in
this legislation have been found to be es-

sential to the flood protection and re-

source development of its area and the

‘Nation. The bill authorizes navigation

and flood control projects in 21 States
and Puerto Rico. Mr, Speaker, may I take
this oportunity once again to pay trib-
ute to the great chalrman of Public
Works Committee, Mr, GEORGE FALLON.
Likewise, I pay special tribute to the
distinguished 'and able gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. BLATINIK). S5 recog-
nition should also be given to the gentle-
man from Alabama (Mr. JONES); the
gentleman' from Texas (Mr. WRIGHT) ;
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HARSHA) ;
and all the conferees and the distin-
guished members of our Public Works
Committee.

I would also like to pay tribute to our
colleagues from the Senate, the distin-
gulshed gentleman from West Virginia,
Chairman JeNNINGs RanpoLPE and all
the members of his great committee. Also -
sitting on the conference, was my nelgh-
bor from the great State of North Caro-
lina, Senator JorpaN, whom we all love
and admire.

Mr, Speaker, this is an excellent piece
of legislation and I strongly recommend
its passage.

Mr, BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the confer-
ence report.

The previous question was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

e

-
<&

[]
GENERAL LEAVE O EXTEND

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr./ Speaker, T ask
unanimous consent at all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which
to extend their remarks on the confer-
ence report on HR. 19877, just agreed
to.

The SPEAKER pro: tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Minnesot$?

‘There was no objection.

————————
CONFERENCE RT ON H.R. 19504,

FEDERAL-AID GEWAY ACT OF
1970 ,
Mr. WRIGHT. Speaker, I call up

the conference report on the bill (HR.
19504) to authorizejappropriations for
the construction of dertain highways in
accordance with title 23 of the United
States Code, and for pther purposes, and
ask unanimous conspnt that the state-
ment of the managerg on the part of the
House he read in lieg of the report.
The Clerk read thq title of the bill,



